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lbe subject properly is presently valued as Il[ts:

iANl’.liT INIPIWVI:ll:N I VAI I TOIAL VALVE ASSISMl.NF

5l?7.I;u 2562u0 54.051

ii appeal ms been Ii ed on behalf of the pruperly owuler ‘vith tie State Board of

Equalization The undersigned adn,inistnti v j utkc ccl, ducted hearing ru t ii> limiter on

April 12. 2016 in Blountyille, 1 eulncsLC. ci :ittciida’icc at the licar’iz c’c Samuel aid

Kitiiherl Sniith. the apIIants and Sul]inri Count Prupertv Ascscr’s rc1iicsciit’iive

Randy Iorell.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF[AW

Suljcci properly consists 1a I.?. acre tract iriproved with a esideice nstnictel iii

I PI . Subject properly i located in an e.slahlished neighborhood at 1651 lordit Road iii

the southern city limils of Kingsporl. Tennessee. A new interchanuc for 141 lla recently

been conitwcied approximately I.? miles west ofthe subject. At present, subject area

remain re’i dci it jul and agricultural. However, land surrounding the r1le fly iS reportedly

hciri purchased br :L-Se,tiblatw or future eonunciciai devcItpciicit.

The tawavers contended thai subject properly should be valued at $200000. In

,upport of Ii i pod non, the taxpayers introduced an appraisal report prepared Dcii

BrooEuic. MM id Fj’iihcr R. Moore’. hicli valued subject properly at 120t}OXi as of

November 2. 2115. In addition, the lapavers inthduced a letter prepared by the appraisers

dated November I S 2015 which e’scmitialiy constitutes highest and lxsl use aiual s’s all 1

potential future juiarkci ‘alue LLiRll’Si. I imThfly, lie lasilaycus introduced plIoiuccapFb oIlcs

iltLhle I1O]fles Iii Ilk lea Which tile’ ,sseilcd lc’aluc their prcrty,

ilie assessor contended that subject properly should he valued at S1502lU. lii

uppori of iii is ptition. Mr Mon-elI inu-oluced a rather volumj noui exhibit prepared by the

Lsest,r’s recently retileti rL!:lpraisat e&,ordiimtor. Rudy Urown. Mr l3rown’s exhibit

cssccui]aliv consisted ,f,iumnerous ‘acant lurid arid irnpicived scIc which lie ,nairiai,ietI

support the current appraisal of subject property

1 ic [‘ads of va!uatjon as stated iii Tciuiessee ink Annotated SccLio,u ,7--60lia is

Luau ‘‘Itilie ‘alice tall irLnlcrtY ‘Ill be Lsccrt’Tred run! lie c Rleruce til its MFLIIILI. ilitrilisic



and immediate valuc for purpose. ofsa]e hetweerr a willing .eller and a wilting buyer

without -nicii.-,-iiflon .‘peeuloh,I- tuIu{.c [emphasis supplied]

.-licr l1illli! rcLewed all the evidence in the cisc. the administrative jtidec finds that

the subject property should be valued at S200.tJIt.} in accordance itli Mr. Broomc

ariiRsis.

lie adrriiriiiritiejudgc intL that the priman area ofdia,!rccIilcmlt between tire

pUTties et,iicenied uhi ret propeil vs highest and bed use. Ilic th,esi rr placed I ri ii

enipha on the fact that land surrounding the subject property is beiiiu purchased hr

assembla e fir unite comniercial development. Mr. Broorne. in C iitrast, noted that

lroricfl values will tend to remain table until coinijierejal dcvclcp1,inienl tctLhill’ hcgt’is:

Morcu Cr, Mr. l4rui me obsen-ed that several years n1a pass before the LIe veCcpmnciit of ml

interchange for comjniereial use. Mr. Broorne noted that certain older interchanges south of

the stihiect area have never reaL Iv tLc’ eloped coinnierci 31] v.

The athninisirativc judge flnds hat Mr. l3rtnnc alco cLInIidclLd lie 1iote’’t.,l lüIure

market value of suhi ce property as the area develops con I] ic i-c all v. Mr. Broonic analyzed

the hiiorv ofnearby interchanges and concluded that subject property wouldpri-.tizz1r

command Si 50,000 per acre or SlSO.fli{ for eoJllmerc]a] dee]opmeiil. .Accon]niig to Mr.

[3rootnes analysis. lie value ol’suhjcct land will incrnaw siginiheantly OELCL’ entunciccil

development actually bcins. Given the fact subject property hould currently command

2uU.th as residence. Mr. Broome concluded that residential usc represents subject

properly pn -s -Ut highest and het usc.

Thc ad ‘iii nistrative judge finds that Mr. Bruomc supported hi eucius tonts* much

illore persuasive] than did Mr. Brown. flic administrativejudge fmds Mr. l3rowii

considered a hodgepodec of properties in his written analysis. For e’ iniple. the

ilninparahics’’ included lake lots commercial traci’ in I lipEna 11W rilitI II

litinlerous other parcels throughout Sullivan COLInI’ . Re.peeifull the l he’ Were hit Well

ad] usted and in’ most cases cannot even be considered comparable Ii the subiecL Moreover,

r. H ro is e.s hiM! did not actually address the LSSLJC of highest a Fit1 best us-c.

IL,wLl Upon tlk I rcgiii. he odinlcnnistN!rl’c lLxtFc ilkl. thaI ‘ulect PrOPelty sliotlIti

lie appraisedat 521 Htu The admnimii’nrativejunlge firitN that S I $Ii.0UI should be allocated

to the land and 520.000 to the improvements. line adniinistrati’ judge finds that although

the improvements st II contribute ahile. the current use of tthjeet property or re’ dcl tin I

pillpiSc. COlistitiltes an merlIn lice.

ORDER

It is therefore ORDERED that the following value and :tsscs’menl he adopted for tax

veal 2 toS:



LAND VALUE IMPRGVETNIENT VALUE 1 01 AL VMJF. ASSFSSMFTh

SI S2I LIII! 2IIU.I H t{I

it i FIJRTH ER OR! I RI I that ;lI v appi jcalsle hearinu c sh he assessed pursLti I to

Ienn. Code Ann. § 67-s-I JlI and State Board of Equalization Rule O600-I-.1.

Pursuant to tile Unhlbt-iia Administrative Procedures Act. Teim. Code Ann. 4-5-

31 I - ‘ Icnn. ‘ode . ‘ii. § 67- - I SI I, and ihe Rules el CnItel ci Case Proccdure I the

State Board of Equalization. IlL mlrrc Ire advised flue lIIowing remedies:

- A patty may appeal tins decision and order to the Asscsstnent App.aIs

Commission pursuant to len ii. ode Ann. * 67-5-i SI I mid Rule I 1600-I -.12

the Ci,ntested Case Procedures ul, the Slate !Ii’ail ot tIl]]]i/Itjoll.

eTI rieee ode . nnotated 67- 5-I 0 I C provide that a ri ppeal nu ust he

Filed within thirty 30 days’ from the date the initial decision is sent."

Rule 060{ t- 1 -.12 ot’ the Contested Case ProecdLLre of tilL State Board I

Equa!i_’atioii provides that the appeal he tiled with the Exectilic Sccrelary ‘I

the State Hoard Mid that the appeal "identift the aIlegedI erroneous

findings of fact and.or conclusions of bw in the initial order": or

2. A parts Itl;I y [IC! ion br reconsideration of this dcc is ion and order puturtiit to

‘[cnn. C_ode .‘itrl. 4-5-117 within litleert IS lays f lie entry ofille orler.

The petition for recormideration must stale the ‘pecific grounds upon w Ii ieh

relief is requested. ‘the filing of a pctil ion for reconsiderat U fl is lot a

prereqtiiite for seek ne administrative on LUlie i lrc Ic" Or

.‘ pailv may pet it bc’ for a stay of efThc I CI LLS LI this decis LII and ‘‘tier

pursuant to Fe]1n. Code Aim. 4-5- I, within seven 7 days or the entry ol

the orden

Ibis nler tIOCS lot becopile final until an official certificate is sued l,v tile

Ass’ess’llc ii Appeal Commissi On. Official certificates arc normally issued eril v-fix

751 days after the entn olthe initial decision and order ifno party has appealed.

ENIERED this 21111 day oI.pril, 2[III.
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